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It is crucial to study environmental attitudes and behavior 
in populations of children, considering that the envi­
ronment’s future will depend on the decisions of 
coming generations (Larson, Green, & Castleberry, 2011; 
van Petegem & Blieck, 2006). However, little is known 
about children’s environmental attitudes, how they 
develop, or the variables that influence them. The 
dearth of reliable instruments to measure such atti­
tudes is, in part, why progress in this field has been so 
slow (Evans et al., 2007; Manoli, Johnson, & Dunlap, 
2007). This stands in contrast to the great many studies 
of environmental attitudes in adults. One of the most 
widely­used instruments measuring adults’ ecolog­
ical beliefs is the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) 
scale by Dunlap and van Liere (1978). According to the 
New Environmental Paradigm, worldviews are shifting 
from anthropocentric to ecocentric, the latter of which 
considers human beings’ impact on nature and sug­
gests limits be placed on growth. The NEP scale consists 
of 12 items and was created to measure people’s affinity 
for this ecocentric perspective. It was later revised 
to include a similar number of items in favor of 
and against the ecocentric view it aims to detect, to 
incorporate more up­to­date environmental problems, 
and to revise the terminology used in certain items 
(Dunlap, van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000), giving way 
to the New Ecological Paradigm: NEP revised. The 
revised scale is made up of 15 items whose content 
describes, in five parts, the human­nature relationship: 
1) ecological limits, 2) anti­anthropocentrism, 3) balance
of nature, 4) anti­exceptionalism, and 5) eco­crisis.
The NEP scale has been utilized, among other things, to 
link ecological beliefs to pro­environmental behavior. 
It has been established that the NEP scale is positively 
associated with human ecological behavior. For example, 
Vozmediano and San Juan (2005) found that the NEP 
scale’s ecocentrism dimension is positively correlated 
with the frequency with which people perform ecolog­
ical behaviors (r = .12, p < .01) and positive outcomes 
from those behaviors (r = .28, p < .01). It is negatively 
correlated, meanwhile, with the effort involved in such 
behavior (r = −.20, p < .01). Similarly, Olli, Grendstad, and 
Wollebaek (2001) showed, through multiple regression 
analysis, that the NEP, together with other variables 
like family income and environmental knowledge, is able 
to predict different types of ecological behavior, such 
as responsible consumption (b = 0.58, β = .09; p < .01) 
and conservation of resources (b = 0.64, β =.10; p < .01).
Hawcroft and Milfont (2010) conducted a meta­analysis 
of the NEP’s use in over 300 studies since 1970. The 
authors recommend using it as a standardized mea­
sure of environmental attitudes, and point out just one 
study where the NEP was adapted for use in a popula­
tion of children, in this case 10 to 12 years­old (see 
Manoli, et al., 2007). Those authors performed a series 
of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses using 
Spanish Version of the New Ecological Paradigm 
Scale for Children
José A. Corraliza, Silvia Collado and Lisbeth Bethelmy
Universidad Autónoma de Madrid (Spain)
Abstract. The New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) scale has been extensively used to measure adults’ environmental 
attitudes. However, it has only recently been adapted for use with children. This paper presents a Spanish version of the 
NEP Scale for Children, examines children’s ecological beliefs according to socio­demographic variables as well as 
the relationship between children’s ecological beliefs and pro­environmental behavior. Exploratory factor analysis was 
conducted, followed by confirmatory factor analysis. In addition, the instrument’s internal consistency was studied and 
links between environmental attitudes, age, and ecological behavior in children were examined through correlation 
analyses. The results show that children’s ecological worldviews can be described by a dimension called “overall 
ecocentrism”. Analysis of variance demonstrated that children from rural areas exhibit a more ecocentric worldview 
than those from urban areas. The results also denote gender differences.
Received 10 June 2011; Revised 16 February 2012; Accepted 24 May 2012
Keywords: childhood, ecological beliefs, NEP scale, environmental attitudes.
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to José 
Antonio Corraliza. Departamento de Psicología Social y Metodología. 
Facultad de Psicología. Universidad Autónoma de Madrid. 28049 
Madrid (Spain). 
E­mail: josea.corraliza@uam.es
This study was conducted thanks to the support of the Spanish 
Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovación (PSI 2009­13422). We would like to 
thank Red Eléctrica de España for its support. We would also like to 
thank the Spanish Agencia Española de Cooperación Internacional, 
from which Lisbeth Bethelmy received a grant.
structural equations, concluding that children’s eco­
logical views hinge on three issues: the rights of nature, 
human exceptionalism, and ecological crisis. These 
results indicate that children’s ecological views vary in 
level of coherence and structure, with some children 
having more organized, coherent systems of beliefs 
than others (see Dunlap, 2008).
Factors linked to children’s environmental attitudes
One factor that is positively correlated with environ­
mental attitudes in children is having experiences of 
direct contact with nature (Kellert, 2002). A study by 
Larson et al. (2011) revealed that children who spend 
more time in contact with nature are more ecologically­
oriented. Likewise, Collado and Corraliza (2011) 
conducted a study that took into account where the 
children lived (rural and agricultural area, rural area in 
the mountains, or urban area) and found that partici­
pants residing in the rural, mountainous setting had 
more ingrained pro­environmental attitudes than those 
in rural, agricultural areas, suggesting it is not only 
important to spend time outdoors; the type of contact 
with nature matters. Similarly, Cheng and Monroe (2012) 
demonstrated that living close to nature promotes a pos­
itive emotional attitude toward nature in children; this 
implies they have greater interest in doing activities 
outdoors and exhibit more pro­environmental behavior. 
Several authors have suggested children’s ecological 
views depend, among other factors, on their contact 
with nature (Evans et al., 2007; van Petegem & Blieck, 
2006) and participation in outdoor environmental edu­
cation programs (Manoli et al., 2007). Nevertheless, 
that hypothesis needs to be empirically corroborated 
in more specific contexts.
Another factor that seems to influence environmental 
attitudes is age. Kahn (1999) argues that environmental 
concern in children increases when they reach 10 or 
11 years­old. According to Kellert (2002), small children 
tend to have a more utilitarian, anthropocentric view of 
nature, which shifts toward a more ecocentric perspec­
tive as they get older. Some studies indicate younger 
adults score higher on the NEP scale (Dunlap et al., 
2000). Nevertheless, there is no empirical evidence for 
possible differences in ecological beliefs as a function 
of age in child populations.
A third factor that can have an impact on adults’ 
ecological beliefs is gender; women tend to be more 
pro­ecological than men (Dunlap et al., 2000; Müller, 
Kals, & Pansa, 2009). Therefore, in studies of children, 
gender has been considered a possible influence on 
ecological views (Evans et al., 2007; Manoli et al., 2007), 
but differences between boys and girls have not yet 
been found.
Finally, van Petegem and Blieck (2006) demon­
strated that a child’s culture also influences his or her 
ecological viewpoint. Using an earlier version of the 
NEP Scale for Children (Manoli, Johnson, & Dunlap, 
2005), they observed that children from Belgium and 
Zimbabwe share an ecological worldview. However, 
the Zimbabwean children also reported beliefs that 
human beings’ dominate over the rest of the natural 
world, and have the right to utilize nature when 
necessary. Their system of ecological beliefs, then, was 
more dualistic than Belgian participants’.
Given the need for access to reliable instruments that 
measure environmental attitudes in populations of 
Spanish­speaking children, and to deepen our under­
standing of how children develop such attitudes, the 
present study aims to adapt the NEP Scale for Children 
(from here forward known as the NEP_Ñ) to the Spanish 
population and examine its psychometric properties. 
We expect that the NEP scale will detect ecological 
beliefs in the population of Spanish children, as in prior 
studies that have employed it (Manoli et al., 2007; Van 
Petegem & Blieck, 2006) (hypothesis 1). In addition, we 
mean to compare children’s ecological beliefs accord­
ing to different socio­demographic variables. In this 
case, the children’s place of residence will be consid­
ered a measure of their access to nature, following 
the procedure used in past studies (Hinds & Sparks, 
2008; Müller et al., 2009). We predict children living in 
rural areas will exhibit more pro­ecological beliefs than 
children from urban areas (hypothesis 2). Another 
objective of this study is to evaluate whether or not 
participants’ gender and age influence their ecological 
beliefs. We anticipate that older children will exhibit 
more pro­ecological behavior (hypothesis 3) and given 
the findings of previous studies in child populations, we 
do not expect to find differences between boys and girls 
(hypothesis 4). Last, we predict a positive correlation 
between scores on the NEP_Ñ scale and the ecological 
behavior children exhibit, in this case, energy­saving 
behavior at home (hypothesis 5).
Method
Participants
The present study had a sample of 574 boys (47.2%) 
and girls ranging in age from 8 to 13 years­old. Their 
average age was 11.32 years (SD = 1.39) and they came 
from different locations, 8 rural (58.7% of children) and 
6 urban (41.3%). Participants’ data was only used if 
they had completed all questionnaire items (we started 
off with a total of 592 participants). If a question was 
left unanswered, the questionnaire was not utilized for 
the purposes of this study. To collect data, we took 
advantage of a planned visit to a cultural center in 
Castilla La Mancha, in which all children from that 
autonomous community were going to take part. That 
procedure allowed us access to a highly varied sample 
of participants as far as gender, age, and place of resi­
dence, all relevant variables to this study.
Instruments
The NEP Scale for Children by Manoli et al. (2007): The 
scale was translated and adapted into Spanish using a 
back­translation method. That is, it was translated into 
Spanish, then that version was translated back into 
English by an English professor who is also a native 
speaker, in order to establish its similarity to the orig­
inal scale. The final version of the scale (NEP_Ñ) we 
administered consisted of 11 items, including item 11 
from the original questionnaire by Manoli et al. (2007) 
(“The so­called “environmental crisis” facing people 
has been blown out of proportion ­exaggerated­”) even 
though those authors suggested eliminating it because, 
in their case, it caused comprehension difficulties. The 
test’s response format is a 5­point Likert­type scale. 
Following Dillman’s (2007) recommendations, symbols 
that are familiar to children were included beside 
each score to make responses more visual, thereby 
increasing the accuracy of participants’ responses. 
Thus, answers ranged from 1 = strongly disagree (two 
thumbs down) to 5 = strongly agree (two thumbs up), 
the intermediate score being 3 = not sure (question 
mark). Total scores on the scale were calculated as the 
average of all the item scores. After analyzing the data, 
it was decided that the NEP_Ñ should include 9 of the 
11 initial items (see Results section). The new 9­item 
version was utilized to assess the possible relationship 
between ecological attitudes and the other variables.
Pro­environmental behavior: Pro­environmental be­
havior was measured using a self­report item in which 
participants were asked to indicate to what extent they 
agree with the following statement: “At home, I con­
serve electricity to protect the environment: I turn off 
lights when I leave a room, I turn off the television, 
videogame console, and computer when I’m not using 
them, etc.” This behavior was chosen because earlier 
studies (Evans et al., 2007; Leeming, Dwyer, Porter, & 
Bracker, 1995) have operationalized household energy 
savings as pro­ecological behavior in children. This 
question had the same response format as the NEP_Ñ 
(5­point Likert scale paired with visual symbols). 
Participants were also asked to indicate where they 
reside, their age, and their gender.
Procedure
A pilot study was conducted in 20 children to confirm 
the items could be easily comprehended. Next, we 
proceeded to collect data for this study. One of the 
authors read each item aloud twice to ease the children’s 
comprehension. Participants had ample time to answer 
and any questions they had were addressed.
Data analysis
First, exploratory factor analysis was applied to half 
the data. Following the recommendations of Abad, 
Olea, Ponsoda, and García (2011), we utilized the 
method of generalized least squares with oblimin rota­
tion. The scale’s internal consistency was evaluated 
with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Next we estimated a 
model through confirmatory factor analysis, adopting 
a second­order factor structure consisting of three first­
order factors with three indicators each, and one second­
order factor that explains the correlations between the 
first­order factors. The maximum likelihood method 
of estimation was employed. The following good­
ness of fit statistics (with their criteria) were assessed: 
chi­squared/df ( < 4), GFI (≥ 0.95), AGFI (≥ 0.90), CFI 
(≥ 0.90), and RMSEA (≤ 0.08). The confirmatory factor 
analysis model was estimated using 50% of the sample 
(not the 50% used to test the exploratory factor analysis 
model) so as to compute the model’s cross­validation 
indices. Next, we applied correlation analysis to deter­
mine the NEP’s relationship with pro­ecological behavior 
and age. Last, analysis of variance was conducted to 
address possible differences between groups of children 
according to sex and place of residence.
Results
The Kaiser­Meyer­Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 
was found to be .88 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
yielded significant results, from which we deduced 
that the data were adequate to conduct exploratory 
factor analysis. A one­dimensional factor solution com­
prised of 9 items was obtained: Items 1 and 2 did not 
load strongly enough on any factor (factor loadings 
under .30). This factor explained 39.57% of total vari­
ance and had an eigenvalue of 4.15. Table 1 displays 
the item matrix.
The scale’s internal consistency index was found to 
be adequate (α = .84). Furthermore, internal consistency 
was calculated with items 1 and 2 included, and was 
found to be lower (α = .80) than when they were not, so 
it was proposed that those two items be eliminated.
The confirmatory factor model revealed that all 
factor loadings were significant (p < .001) and should 
therefore be considered different from 0. Figure 1 pre­
sents the estimated model and includes standardized 
factor loadings. All loadings on first­order factors were 
high (> .5), their signs reflecting the direction of the 
question. The first order factors’ loadings on the over­
arching, second­order factor were very high, in all 
cases over 0.8 (in absolute value). The model’s fit to the 
data was good according to all indicators but RMSEA, 
whose value was close to the cut­off point: χ2 /df = 2.93; 
GFI = 0.95; AGFI = 0.91; CFI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.083. In 
light of these results, the child population’s system of 
ecological beliefs can be defined as an overarching 
dimension called overall ecocentrism that encompasses 
three first­order dimensions. After analyzing the con­
tent of items in each of the first­order factors, they were 
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Figure 1. One­dimensional Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Model of the NEP_Ñ Scale.
Table 1. Matrix of Items on the NEP_Ñ Scale
Item
Factor 
Loading
1.  Plants and animals have as much right as 
people to live.
.27
2.  There are too many (or almost too many) 
people on earth.
−.04
3.  People are clever enough to keep from 
ruining the earth.
.50
4.  People must still obey the laws of nature. .59
5.  When people mess with nature it has bad results. .61
6.  Nature is strong enough to handle the bad 
effects of our modern lifestyle.
.73
7.  People are supposed to rule over the rest 
of nature.
.58
8.  People are treating nature badly. .67
9.  People will someday know enough about 
how nature works to be able to control it.
.71
10.  If things don’t change, we will have a big 
disaster in the environment soon.
.64
11.  The so­called “environmental crisis” facing 
people has been blown out of proportion 
(exaggerated).
.57
defined as (1) respect for nature, (2) eco­responsibility, 
and (3) eco­deterioration.
The distribution of response frequencies on each 
item in the scale appears in Table 2. Participants in this 
study were found to hold mostly ecocentric beliefs, 
scoring within the upper half of the instrument (M = 3.82, 
SD = 0.57). The children were found to be pro­ecological 
on all the scale’s items, whose minimum value is 1 and 
maximum is 5 (see Table 2).
Subsequently, the correlation between children’s NEP 
scores and the indicator of pro­ecological behavior 
was computed. The correlation was found to be r = .14, 
p < .01.
The relationship between NEP scores and certain 
socio­demographic and contextual variables was also 
analyzed. The results reveal a correlation between NEP 
scores and age of r = .22, p < .001, indicating that 
children become more pro­ecological with age.
Next, a 2x2 ANOVA was applied to ascertain 
whether or not participants’ gender and place of resi­
dence had an impact. The results indicate that partici­
pants’ NEP scores do not differ according to their 
gender, nor was there an interaction effect of gender and 
residence. Conversely, place of residence was found to 
have a significant effect, F(1, 570) = 4.85, p = .03, n2p = .08. 
Children from rural areas scored higher on the NEP 
scale (M = 4.07, SD = 0.76) than children from urban 
areas (M = 3.93, SD = 3.93).
Discussion and conclusions
The present study conveys an adaptation of the NEP 
Scale for Children for a Spanish child population and 
evaluates Spanish children’s ecological points of view 
according to socio­demographic variables. This is the 
first time this scale has been administered to a sample 
of Spanish children.
As stated above, these participants exhibit ecocentric 
beliefs. Children in this sample follow a trend reported 
in earlier studies where a pattern of predominantly 
pro­ecological beliefs is observed. For example, in a 
study by Manoli et al. (2007), children obtained an 
average score of 3.58 on the NEP (SD = 0.47) even 
before participating in an environmental education 
program, and an average score of 3.74 (SD =0 .74) after­
ward. Considering the distribution of responses across 
the different categories, there is a trend toward 
response accumulation on the main, agree­disagree 
categories, about 40–50% of responses in most cases. It 
is important to mention that on items 3, 4, 5, 8, and 10, 
a high percent of responses was concentrated on the 
scale’s lower half, which might suggest a floor effect. 
However, the highest percent of responses did not fall 
in the lowest response category. They were distributed, 
though less so, across other response categories, indi­
cating the items possess discriminant power.
The results obtained indicate the system of ecolog­
ical beliefs of a population of Spanish children can be 
captured by the NEP_Ñ scale, confirming hypothesis 1. 
The proposed scale is made up of 9 items. These results 
coincide with those of previous studies in adults 
(Dunlap et al., 2000) and children (Manoli et al., 2007) 
alike in suggesting that the Spanish child population 
has a structured, coherent view of the relationship 
between mankind and the natural world, and more­
over, one that is more ecocentric than anthropocentric. 
The portion of total variance explained by the scale 
was 39.57%, which, though not high, is similar to what 
previous studies have reported (Manoli et al., 2007; 
Van Petegem & Blieck, 2006) in children and adults 
(Dunlap et al., 2000). For example, Dunlap et al. (2000) 
reported that the one­dimensional NEP explained 
31.3% of total variance. The scale’s internal consistency 
was also adequate.
On another note, the second­order confirmatory 
factor model showed reasonably good fit to the data. 
Keep in mind that this model’s main purpose was to 
confirm that there is a single, underlying dimension 
that all the first­order dimensions have in common. 
Hence, the confirmatory factor model supports the idea 
that a single dimension that all the participants’ answers 
share can be broken down into three first­order dimen­
sions with greater descriptive ability.
As already stated at the start of this paper, it is diffi­
cult to predict pro­environmental behavior using scales 
that measure environmental attitudes. That being said, 
this study has confirmed that there is a positive link 
between energy­saving behavior at home and NEP 
scores, indicating that more ecocentric children tend to 
conserve energy more often. That correlation is low but 
significant and similar to what Vozmediano and San 
Juan (2005) reported in an adult sample. Future researches 
should more extensively study the descriptive and 
predictive power of the NEP_Ñ scale. They could use a 
test to gather information about different aspects of 
people’s environmental behavior (recycling, energy 
conservation, etc.) and assess the NEP_Ñ’s ability to 
predict scores on it, in conjunction with other variables 
that have been found to affect pro­environmental 
behavior in children, such as connection to nature 
(Cheng & Monroe, 2012).
Also take into consideration that views of the human 
being­nature relationship may change over the course 
of a person’s life (Kahn, 1999). Manoli et al. (2007) and 
Evans et al. (2007) were not evaluating the effect of age 
on children’s ecological beliefs, but their samples had 
very narrow age ranges (6 to 8, and 10 to 12, respec­
tively). In that sense, another of this study’s contribu­
tions is that the scale was administered to children 8 to 
13 years­old, which is a wide enough range to study 
the influence of age on children’s ecological beliefs. 
The current data show that older children tend to have 
a more ecocentric worldview than their younger coun­
terparts. This finding upholds our third hypothesis 
and reinforces what Evans et al. (2007) reported, that 
between 6­8 years­old and 11 years­old, children grad­
ually shift from a more anthropocentric worldview to 
considering human beings’ impact on the environment. 
Even so, future research studies ought to further analyze 
this trend, because the correlation analysis conducted 
here does not establish causation.
Contact with nature, detected in this study by place 
of residence, influenced ecological beliefs in this popu­
lation of children. This supports hypothesis 2 of the 
present study. Thus, children from rural areas are 
more pro­ecological than those from urban areas. 
These results should be interpreted with caution 
because the effect size was relatively small. That is 
likely due to the fact that in general, regardless of place 
of residence, participants report being pro­ecological, 
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Distribution of Response Frequency on the NEP Scale for Spanish Children. N = 574
Descriptive Statistics Response Frequency (% of participants)
Items M SE As K Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree
3 3.74 .05 −0.8 −0.4 6.8 40.2 5.4 15.7 6.8
4 4.49 .03 −2.05 4.66 1.0 30.7 1.9 4.0 1.0
5 4.20 .03 −1.42 2.32 1.4 47.7 4.7 5.6 1.4
6 3.73 .04 −1.03 0.14 24.0 12.2 4.7 51.7 24.0
7 3.59 .05 −0.75 −0.74 28.6 14.5 4.4 40.6 28.6
8 4.19 .03 −1.51 2.20 2.3 44.6 3.5 6.6 2.3
9 3.82 .04 −1.10 0.70 24.4 9.9 8.5 52.6 24.4
10 4.27 .03 −1.70 3.06 2.8 39.7 4.7 4.0 2.8
11 3.0 10.3 9.2 50.9 26.7 10.3 9.2 50.9 26.7
Note: SE = standard error of measurement; As = asymmetry and K = kurtosis.
and the differences between groups of children were 
subtle. This study’s results reiterate the findings of 
studies conducted in adults (Hinds & Sparks, 2008), 
adolescents (Müller et al., 2009), and children (Collado & 
Corraliza, 2011) of people’s attitudes toward the nat­
ural environment. However, this is the first study to 
evaluate the influence of residence on children’ eco­
logical worldviews. The growth of urbanization has 
produced, among other things, distance between 
people and nature settings. The trend is for populations 
of children to become increasingly distanced from 
direct contact with nature, especially in the cities, the 
main reasons being traffic, lack of time, safety, and 
greater use of technology (Clements, 2004). These 
problems, which are prevalent in urban centers, are non­
issues in rural areas where people have more contact 
with the natural world and more pro­environmental 
attitudes. Our findings have implications for the design 
of educational programs whose aim is to foment 
environmental attitudes. In view of these results, it 
would be preferable for such programs to take place 
outdoors, where children gain direct contact with 
nature. Meanwhile, contact with nature in cities can be 
facilitated by including natural elements in places 
frequented by children, like schoolyards, streets, and 
neighborhoods.
In summary, given the natural world’s mounting 
deterioration and the pressing need to find solutions, 
access to instruments that help us understand human 
beings’ perceptions of their relationship with nature 
is essential. This study presents a scale to measure 
ecological beliefs in Spanish­speaking populations of 
children 8­years­old and above. In addition, we have 
increased our understanding of how children develop 
an ecological perspective, highlighting the impact of 
contact with nature and age on pro­environmentalism 
in child populations. It is important to have an instru­
ment of this kind because it allows one to study chil­
dren’s worldviews and compare them with those of 
adults, and because it can be used in longitudinal 
studies. Children’s environmental attitudes very likely 
shape the way adolescents and adults think (Leeming 
et al., 1995), so we recommend assessing environmental 
beliefs and behaviors at these early ages. The NEP_Ñ 
was very recently created, so as its authors note, it 
needs to be studied further in different cultures and 
with children of different socio­demographic back­
grounds so that its results can be generalized.
References
Abad F. J., Olea J., Ponsoda V., & García C. (2011). Medición 
en ciencias sociales y de la salud [Measurement in the social 
and health sciences]. Madrid, Spain: Síntesis.
Cheng J. C., & Monroe M. C. (2012). Connection to nature: 
Children’s affective attitude toward nature. Environment 
and Behavior, 44, 31–49. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/0013916510385082
Clements R. (2004). An investigation of the state of 
outdoor play. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood, 5, 
68–80.
Collado S., & Corraliza J. A. (2011). Children’s perceived 
restoration and pro­environmental beliefs. Journal of Asian 
Behavioural Studies, 1, 1–12.
Dillman D. A. (2007). Mail and internet surveys: The tailored 
design method (2nd ed.). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley.
Dunlap R. (2008). The NEP Scale: From marginality to 
worldwide use. Journal of Environmental Education, 40, 
3–18. http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JOEE.40.1.3­18
Dunlap R., & van Liere K. (1978). The New Ecological 
Paradigm. The Journal of Environmental Education, 9, 
10–19.
Dunlap R., van Liere K., Mertig A., & Jones R. (2000). 
New trends in measuring environmental attitudes: 
Measuring endorsement of the New Ecological Paradigm: 
A revised NEP scale. Journal of Social Issues, 56, 425–442 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0022­4537.00176
Evans G., Brauchle G., Haq A., Stecker R., Wong K., & 
Shapiro E. (2007). Young children’s environmental 
attitudes and behaviors. Environment and Behavior, 39, 
635–658. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916506294252
Hawcroft L., & Milfont T. (2010). The use (and abuse) of the 
new environmental paradigm scale over the last 30 years: 
A meta­analysis. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 30, 
143–158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.10.003
Hinds J., & Sparks P. (2008). Engaging with the natural 
environment: The role of affective connection and identity. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 28, 109–120. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.11.001
Kahn P. (1999). The human relationship with nature. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Kellert S. R. (2002). Experiencing nature: Affective, 
cognitive, and evaluative development in children. In  
P. H. Kahn & S. R. Kellert (Eds.), Children and nature: 
Psychological, sociological, and evolutionary investigations 
(pp. 116–149). Cambridge, MA: MIT press.
Larson L. R., Green G. T., & Castleberry S. B. (2011). 
Construction and validation of an instrument to measure 
environmental orientations in a diverse group of 
children. Environment and Behavior, 43, 72–89. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916509345212
Leeming F., Dwyer W., Porter B., & Bracker B. (1995). 
Children’s Environmental Attitudes and Knowledge Scale: 
Construction and validation. Journal of Environmental 
Education, 26, 22–31. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00958964.
1995.9941442
Manoli C., Johnson B., & Dunlap R. (2005, April). Assessing 
children’s views of the environment: Modifying the New 
Ecological Paradigm Scale for use with children. Paper 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada.
Manoli C., Johnson B., & Dunlap R. (2007). Assessing 
children’s environmental worldviews: Modifying and 
validating the New Ecological Paradigm Scale for use with 
children. Journal of Environmental Education, 38, 3–13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JOEE.38.4.3­13
Müller M., Kals E., & Pansa R. (2009). Adolescents’ 
emotional affinity towards nature: A cross­societal study. 
The Journal of Developmental Processes, 4, 56–69.
Olli E., Grenstad G., & Wollebaek D. (2001). Correlates of 
environmental behaviors: Bringing back social context. 
Environment and Behavior, 33, 181–208. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0013916501332002
Vozmediano L., & San Juan C. (2005). Escala Nuevo 
Paradigma Ecológico: Propiedades psicométricas con una 
muestra española obtenida a través de Internet [The New 
Ecological Paradigm scale: Psychometric properties in a 
Spanish sample recruited online]. Medio Ambiente y 
Comportamiento Humano, 6, 37–49.
van Petegem P., & Blieck A. (2006). The 
environmental worldview of children: A  
cross­cultural perspective. Environmental Education 
Research, 12, 625–635. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
13504620601053662
N
EP
_Ñ
 S
ca
le
 fo
r S
pa
ni
sh
 C
hi
ld
re
n 
(S
pa
ni
sh
)P
or
 fa
vo
r, 
ro
de
a 
co
n 
un
 c
ír
cu
lo
 si
 es
tá
s d
e a
cu
er
do
 o
 n
o 
co
n 
la
s s
ig
ui
en
te
s a
fir
m
ac
io
ne
s, 
y 
en
 q
ué
 g
ra
do
.S
eñ
al
a 
só
lo
 u
na
 d
e l
as
 c
as
ill
as
 (d
el
 1
 a
l 5
) p
or
 c
ad
a 
un
a 
de
 la
s f
ra
se
s.
To
ta
lm
en
te
 e
n 
 
d
es
ac
ue
rd
o 
E
n 
 
d
es
ac
ue
rd
o 
N
o 
 
lo
 s
é 
D
e 
 
ac
ue
rd
o 
To
ta
lm
en
te
 
d
e 
ac
ue
rd
o 
1.
 L
as
 p
la
nt
as
 y
 lo
s 
an
im
al
es
 ti
en
en
 e
l m
is
m
o 
d
er
ec
ho
 a
 v
iv
ir
 q
ue
 la
s 
pe
rs
on
as
1
2
3
4
5
2.
 H
ay
 d
em
as
ia
d
a 
ge
nt
e 
en
 la
 T
ie
rr
a 
pa
ra
 lo
s 
re
cu
rs
os
 (c
om
id
a,
 a
gu
a,
 e
tc
.) 
qu
e 
la
 T
ie
rr
a 
ti
en
e.
1
2
3
4
5
3.
 L
as
 p
er
so
na
s 
po
d
em
os
 p
ar
ar
 la
 d
es
tr
uc
ci
ón
 d
e 
la
 T
ie
rr
a.
1
2
3
4
5
4.
 T
od
av
ía
 h
oy
, l
as
 p
er
so
na
s 
d
eb
em
os
 o
be
d
ec
er
 (c
um
pl
ir
) l
as
 le
ye
s 
d
e 
la
 n
at
ur
al
ez
a.
1
2
3
4
5
5.
 C
ua
nd
o 
la
s 
pe
rs
on
as
 h
ac
em
os
 c
os
as
 s
in
 te
ne
r 
en
 c
ue
nt
a 
la
 im
po
rt
an
ci
a 
de
 la
 n
at
ur
al
ez
a 
ob
te
ne
m
os
 m
al
os
 re
su
lta
do
s.
1
2
3
4
5
6.
 L
a 
na
tu
ra
le
za
 p
ue
d
e 
so
po
rt
ar
 lo
s 
ef
ec
to
s 
ne
ga
ti
vo
s 
d
e 
nu
es
tr
os
 e
st
ilo
s 
d
e 
vi
d
a 
m
od
er
no
s.
1
2
3
4
5
7.
 L
as
 p
er
so
na
s 
te
ne
m
os
 d
er
ec
ho
 a
 c
on
tr
ol
ar
 e
l r
es
to
 d
e 
la
 n
at
ur
al
ez
a.
1
2
3
4
5
8.
 L
as
 p
er
so
na
s 
es
ta
m
os
 tr
at
an
d
o 
m
al
 a
 la
 n
at
ur
al
ez
a.
1
2
3
4
5
9.
 E
n 
el
 fu
tu
ro
, l
as
 p
er
so
na
s 
sa
br
em
os
 ta
nt
o 
so
br
e 
la
 n
at
ur
al
ez
a 
qu
e 
se
re
m
os
 c
ap
ac
es
 d
e 
d
om
in
ar
la
.
1
2
3
4
5
10
. S
i l
as
 c
os
as
 n
o 
ca
m
bi
an
, t
en
d
re
m
os
 u
n 
d
es
as
tr
e 
m
ed
io
am
bi
en
ta
l p
ro
nt
o.
1
2
3
4
5
11
. L
a 
“c
ri
si
s 
ec
ol
óg
ic
a”
 n
o 
es
 ta
n 
gr
av
e,
 ta
n 
m
al
a 
co
m
o 
no
s 
qu
ie
re
n 
ha
ce
r 
cr
ee
r.
1
2
3
4
5
A
p
p
en
d
ix
: 1
a.
N
E
P
_Ñ
 S
ca
le
 fo
r 
Sp
an
is
h 
C
hi
ld
re
n 
(E
ng
lis
h)
P
le
as
e 
ci
rc
le
 w
he
th
er
 y
ou
 a
gr
ee
 o
r 
di
sa
gr
ee
 w
it
h 
th
e 
fo
llo
w
in
g 
st
at
em
en
ts
, a
nd
 h
ow
 m
uc
h.
 C
ir
cl
e 
on
ly
 o
ne
 c
ho
ic
e 
(f
ro
m
 1
 to
 5
) f
or
 e
ac
h 
st
at
em
en
t.
St
ro
ng
ly
  
D
is
ag
re
e 
D
is
ag
re
e 
N
ot
 S
ur
e 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
  
A
gr
ee
 
1.
 P
la
nt
s 
an
d
 a
ni
m
al
s 
ha
ve
 a
s 
m
uc
h 
ri
gh
t a
s 
pe
op
le
 to
 li
ve
.
1
2
3
4
5
2.
 T
he
re
 a
re
 to
o 
m
an
y 
(o
r 
al
m
os
t t
oo
 m
an
y)
 p
eo
pl
e 
on
 e
ar
th
.
1
2
3
4
5
3.
 P
eo
pl
e 
ar
e 
cl
ev
er
 e
no
ug
h 
to
 k
ee
p 
fr
om
 r
ui
ni
ng
 th
e 
ea
rt
h.
1
2
3
4
5
4.
 P
eo
pl
e 
m
us
t s
ti
ll 
ob
ey
 th
e 
la
w
s 
of
 n
at
ur
e.
1
2
3
4
5
5.
 W
he
n 
pe
op
le
 m
es
s 
w
it
h 
na
tu
re
 it
 h
as
 b
ad
 r
es
ul
ts
.
1
2
3
4
5
6.
 N
at
ur
e 
is
 s
tr
on
g 
en
ou
gh
 to
 h
an
d
le
 th
e 
ba
d
 e
ff
ec
ts
 o
f o
ur
 m
od
er
n 
lif
es
ty
le
.
1
2
3
4
5
7.
 P
eo
pl
e 
ar
e 
su
pp
os
ed
 to
 r
ul
e 
ov
er
 th
e 
re
st
 o
f n
at
ur
e.
1
2
3
4
5
8.
 P
eo
pl
e 
ar
e 
tr
ea
ti
ng
 n
at
ur
e 
ba
d
ly
.
1
2
3
4
5
9.
 P
eo
pl
e 
w
ill
 s
om
ed
ay
 k
no
w
 e
no
ug
h 
ab
ou
t h
ow
 n
at
ur
e 
w
or
ks
 to
 b
e 
ab
le
 to
 c
on
tr
ol
 it
.
1
2
3
4
5
10
. I
f t
hi
ng
s 
d
on
’t 
ch
an
ge
, w
e 
w
ill
 h
av
e 
a 
bi
g 
d
is
as
te
r 
in
 th
e 
en
vi
ro
nm
en
t s
oo
n.
1
2
3
4
5
11
. T
he
 s
o­
ca
lle
d
 “
en
vi
ro
nm
en
ta
l c
ri
si
s”
 fa
ci
ng
 p
eo
pl
e 
ha
s 
be
en
 b
lo
w
n 
ou
t o
f p
ro
po
rt
io
n 
(e
xa
gg
er
at
ed
).
1
2
3
4
5
A
p
p
en
d
ix
: 1
b
.
